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ABSTRACT e 1
This study- reports on attempts to involve forty

British teachers in a program of research into-implementing
inguiry/discovety approaches to teaching in classroom's, following the
failure of a preyiolt-durriculum reform movement,at.the '

implementation stage. It was, hypothesized that-a :fundamental problem
of Curriculum tefor,m lies in theclabh between reform theory and .

theory implicit (often unconsciously) in teachers' practice, and that
fundamentalchange in classroom practice Can only_ be brought about if
teachers become consbiout of the theories that guide their practice
and are able to reflect critically about them. OrganizatioVal _

structure of the study -is described, including (1) a focus- on'
practitioner- defined, practical, ptobleks; (2) collaboratiofi between
reseathhers and prActitioners14and (3) a concern for
gpnetalizabilitY. A econd-order, action research role' for the
investigitors is also presented: how can one initiate teachers into
the activity of., reflecting about their practice? Theoretical concepts
of classroom structure used by- the teachers'were,clafled and-

7 explicitly formulated, and U
clay

as the basis for ' ,

teachev-teacher/teacher-reSearcher discussion. The criteria for N
testing practical. theories of inguityldiScovett teacjiingare also
outlined. Triangulation (observation ficm the viewpoint of three

.separat4 groups), was chosen as tie main strttegy for teacher
monitoring, and its use is ,illustrated. Six hypotheses relating to
teaCher self-abservation/sdif-criticism/change'developed duiing the
project are presented., as areas forty-three hypotheses on the
's0cond-order action research role of the research team. (NJB) .

.4

4

********A**********************************4***************************
* Reproductions supplied bt EDRS are the beet that 'can be made

from the original doCument.
*********************************************************************

.

* .

4.



,J

a-

-"s

.v.,v

4-

40 e

DEVELOPING HYPOTHESES ABOUT 6LASSROCgSFROM'TEACHERS PRACTICAL

CONSTRUCTS: AN ACCOUNT OF THE WORK OF THE FORD TEACHING PROJECT.

e

T

John Elliott, Tutc in

Curriculum Studies,

Cambridge Institute of EdUcation,

eambridge, U.K.

U S OE PARTMENT CSFHEALTH,
EOUCATION II WELFARE

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
-EOUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT.
HAS BEEN REPRO.OOCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM

THE PERSON OR ORGANUATION ORIGIN.ATiNG IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OFTINIONS
STATED DO NOT, NECESSARILY REPRE-SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL

INSTITUTE OFEOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
ERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC{ AND
THE ERIC SYSTEM CONTRACTORS

THIS PAPER f/AS PREPARED AS A CONTRIBUTION TO A SYMPOSIUM ON'

'MODES OF TAOUGHT AMONG TEACHERS' AT THE ANNUAL 'MEETING OF

THE AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION, SAN FRANCISCO,

APRIL 19 - 23, 1976:
,

4

t
4



°

The' Context of the Project *

The Fprd Teaching Proje tWas an attempt to. involve. forty teachers in

L
the East Angliar region of the U.K. in a programme of action fesearch

,. ..
.

into the-problems of implementilr&inquiry/discovery approaches in classrdoms:

,.'

,.. ,/ ..

The project developed out of a concernefor the fact that the curriculum

refofm movement, sponsored by, the Nuffield Foundation and the Schools

Council in'the U.K., has largely failed at the level of classroom,

implementation: ,Adopting the R.D..and D. model of research, develop--
- R

pent, and diffusion, ideas have been poured into the system. Many

becate,distaited

.target.audience,

in ,the process of dissemrnahon: Teachers in the

sceptical of the, possibilities of implementing the

reformers ideas in the circumstances of their classrooms, negotiated

"hat 4 .y were prepalTd- to,buy. As Brugalmantj has pointed out, what

is implemented is nearer to what is sold titan the reformers and their
. .

spOnsore realise. Even those teachers who consciously embrace the

radica nature of the innovatidhs offered!fail.to ask later whether

are the ideas which'ictUally"gu.ide their practice. The theories

donsciousl,L ascribes to are not necessarily those which

unconsciously guide practice. Curriculum reformers-are either co
2

iwith the cynics', who refuse 'to dream' and subsequently,/nedti
. s

'transformation of their ideas into something that can be- ad

T
- .

/Ford Teaching Project was sponsored by the Ford.Foun ation and based
at the Centre t,or Applied Research in Education at th'e 4niversity of

of/ East Anglia, U.K. from 1973 7,,k. In writing this ac unt,o
../

f the projects
P;( -.work I am enormously indebted to my excolleague Cle *Adelman. Ma6r.of the

ideas reported here were generated initially by him especially those
related to the elicitingof teachers' categories a thods of clasqrou , :observation.

..

1110.

routed

40
f'3 .45

b



.

'their own reality', or with the .dreamers who idealise their practice-

to fit tItheir dreams".

The fundamental prOblen.46,C86rriehum reform lies *11.) the clash between
% 1

the theories of the reformers andq,hose, implicit; oftgh wdconseiously,

-in the practice of teachers. Reformers'fail to realise that fundamental

changes in classroom practice can only be brought about if teachers

' becoie conscious.of the theories which guidetheir prsactice and Are

able to reflect critically about them. Their.attempts to advocate their .

own 'theorie's reflect a lack of self criticism on their part also For

they could present their ideas in an'ekperimental form, as ideas to be

tested and evaluated by the teachers theMseives% In this, way teachers

would be encouraged to reflect about the theories implicit in their

or practices. If a clash exists between the theories of reformers

and teachers then testing the former will involve teachers suspending

judgemen t about the truth of their own and ceSsing to regard them

as self-evident. The curriculum reform movement has haa largely

missed upotunityto involye teachers in the process. of theory

4\

\development.
"

S .

ii

Perhaps the notable exception a curriculum reformers in-the U.K.

. ,

i.
.

.

is \Lawrence Stenhouse
2

, the Director of the Schools CoUncil Humanities,

Project. Stenhouse sAeseurriculum development as the businessof

getting teachers to test ,the feasibifit'y of a 'curriculum proposal in

practice. Concerned with helping them to handle controversial issues

with adolescents iii ithe classroom in an educationally worthwhile.way
t

his team defined a set of teaching principles for discussion' -based

inquiry aimed at an'understanding.of issues. These included the .

infamous criterion of'Prodedural neutrality'.and,'protecting

( I
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div ergence'. The team asked teachers to explore the prob/emof

implementing these principles in practice. A considerable. amount

of their resources Went into helping teachers at the classroom

level to collect anOnalyse data about their own'classroom

situation.

It was out of my involvement in this work, as a member'of Stenhouse's ) '4"""r

team that the idea of the Teaching ProjeCt (eventually sponsored in

1973 by the Ford Foundation) arose. It became clear tIlet many of

the problems of implementing discussionbased inquiry approaches

w&e- c.psed by teachers habitual and unconscious 'behaviour patterns.

For example, students failure to discuss ideas could be explained in

terms df teachers tendencies to 'invite concensus , 'reinforce some

views ra:therthaft others', and 'promote their own views'. It was

only by becoming aware of these patterns and

theories #plicitjn them that teachers; were

-. behaviour. Once they becaMe conscious that

to such descriptions they had reasons for modifying their conduc,t

in the classroom. The theory implicit in these descriptions, once

reflecting ;'bout the)

able eo modify their

their actions conformed

..
,onscious, had practical implications. It furnished reasons for

/refraining from perfoiiing under these descriptsions and theiebgenerated
.

new practical theories e.g. about ways Of 'protecting` divergence' in

discussion. Such theowes were implicit in teachers' conscious attempts

to change,their behaviour patterns in the light of the Project's

principles of procedure.

It also became clear that many of the salient patterns referred

to could be generalised across classrooms, subject areas, and
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schools. Teachers involved in the project were draW4 from different

subject areas and exhibited similar behaviour patterns. It was this

,observation which suggested. ;hat the reasons for the general failure..

of teachers to, implement the tinquirWdiSCovery* approaches

advocated by the majority of curriculUm development projectt might'be

. .

Arighlyigeneralisable, even. across student age levers -It suggested

\the (possibility of teachers getting together,across classrooms, schools,

g's-1.evels, and Curricula, to develop collaboratively a practidal

th ory of.finquiry/discovery teaching.

The Organisational Framework f the Project.

4
Forty teach rs were invited to join the project from twelve schools.

They were supp t d by a central team of three; two full-time'

researchers - Clem

also responsible for -ordinating lias-on'between schools and

schools and ourselves.

Adelman and myself - and a secretarv,Tina Reay who was

addition two local authority advisers

to schools were, nominated by

to help us support the work of

basis.

The teadkers were grouped

meet fiequently to discuss

the local authorities in tbe region

teachers in their are on a part-time

sc ool

eaching

.

teams where it, was hopea they' would

problems and-sha're ideas 'about

methods of collecting data..-The team's were interdisciplin-
_ 0

ary in the sense that members were drawn froidifferent curriculum

areas. Theywere also constituted in different kinds of schools'

i.e. Junior (7-11), Middle (8-12 or 943) and Secondary.Schools

y.(11 or 13+). Arrangempts w

for inter- school meetings be

a

re made twice termly at Teachers Centres

geen 2-4,teams. The meetings, convened

by the loca1,1*horiti adviser
, -

,. vw
different kinds of schools invol

A

brought teachers together from the

ed. During the four terms the

0
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project lasted in schools all the teachers were also, bioti>ght together for
. ,

4

three residential four day conftrences; A the beginning, halfw'ay through,

and at the end of the period (1973-74). The se arrangements were

' intendedas a co4text in which teabheri Rad,oppoitunities for lateral
- . .

.

communication across
.---:

established'educational boundares. These

, (
boundaries tend.to be 'guarded' by,those -above them in the educational

4
hierarchy. House

3
gtas'argued that lateral communication between

teachers increases rewatds from peers and fteds,professiOnal ambition:
°

It,therefore threatens hierarchical control'over teachers access to

ideas and has political implica'tions for increasingatheir.professional 410,

autonomy. It was our view that lateral communication about 'classroom

problems increases teachet autonomy because it supports critical

reflection about'sractice, and thereby gives teachers greater control

over their own behaviour. The provision of such opportunities for

sharing-ideas reflected our aspiration to involve a group of teachers

"in'the deVelopment of a theory of their on practice - in this (*se'.

of inquiryldiscovery aching which subsequently other teachers might

have access to as support for their conti-nttig reflection about

clasTom problems.

The Projects Design as Classroom Action Research

Those curriculum reformers in the U.K. who have expressed concern with

,

the f ailure.. of the R.D. and D. model to secure implementation have

1 IP

tended to offer a problem solving approach as a possible solution to

fostering innovation at the classroom level. MacDonald'and Waiker
4

have def d the main features of this approach as follows':
/'

"In,/the Problem7solver.perspective the receiver .:. initiates the
ct

.
. _

process of change by identifying an area of concern or by sensing a



. need for change. 'rence,the problem area is identified, the receiver

. ,

undertakes. to alter the ,situation either through his own effcirts,
1

,

or by'reciuiting suitable outside assistance.' the receiver in the

P4 model is actively involved in findihg aninnovatiofi to,solve

his own pohlem , The relationship,between sender and receiver

is one of'collaboration".

- The ess ential fjatures of the prdblem:solving apprdachare:
'.,

. . ,

(1)' its focus on practical problems definedby.practtioners
.

-1.

(2) collaboration between outsiders anepractifioners, who in,

dialogue seek solutions to the practitioners problem.
:

'Initially these reflected the basic elements, of our 'protects design
.

A

e .

with one exception. Our desigh reflected a concern for generalisation.
..;...-

We.conted teachers,- riot o to monitor their ownproblenls and develop
., )

. practical hypotheses about, how they arose and could be resolved, but

r

to expl ore the extent to which these'problems anal hypotheses could be
.

.

generalised to other teachers clasg.rdbms. In this connection we were

5attracted by Rappaport ,

si definition of action research assomething

which:

aims tb'contribute both to the practical concerns of people in

',an immediate prOblemtic sftuation and to the goals of social science

by 'joint collaboration within_a'mutually acceptable ethical framework".

We consequently cene to prefer 'action research' rather than"problem-
.

solving' as a description of our design. HOweverr on later Keflection

kappapoWs view of Action-Research 'appears to be distorted by his

interests as a social scientist. 'Veswere concerned with the devel-'

de

.
opment of a 'general theory. But we would prefer to describe this as a

4 a
O
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practical rather than a vocial science theory. Practical theories
age

have evaluative implications for the question of *at ought to'be

e

a

done?' and if4bi, 'asocial science-theory' is mea

N
is value-neutral then this would not reflect our aspirations.

t something which'

In our view action-research involves theorising bout practical

e problems in particular situations and exploring the extent to which

these practical theoLes are generalisable. Implicit in our design

is a distinction between practical and 'theoretical' theories.

1

In the early part of 1973 we set abou t our task of recrating teachers

who experienced some dissonance between their Practice, and their,

aspirations to.implement inquiry/discovery approaches. At this time

we were not interested in the 'no-problems' people. However, it

was dif'ficplt from our position as oiversity researchers-to get

access to such people. Appro49hes had to be made down the hierarchy '

from docal authority administrators to headteaChers before gainig

access to groupsof teachers. Although we stated Clearly that we

0

were.looking for teachers Withoa capacity, to reflect about their

. )

practice on more than gde occasion we had reasons to suspect the c.-/

t . 1

motives of administratorS in sendingiuS to certain schools. One

*

school had recently undergone aninspection

i
nd we later nferred $

that the administrators wanted us to get involved- with it to give

its teachers 'a good kick up the pants!A

Once approached by their r-Loca1 Auttiofity,headtgachers tended to

feel under some obligation to involve their, staff. So by the .time

we met groups of 'interested' teachers in schools it was difficult

4.
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to determine ho the project had/been communicated to them, and

whether their motives fdr.joining 'stemmed from a genuine desire to

reflect about their classroom problems. The difficulties this

presented forAis will become clear if I explain our attempts to put

across the idea of collaborative action-research to the forty teachers

- who assembled for our 'launching off' conference during the Eater

1973 yagatio
4'

Rathernaively, we assumed they were all anxious toiget cracking'.

on some systematic reflection on their classroom problems. We outlined

. 1

the main purpose of the conference as 'the negotiation of research

tasks, roles, ,proc d4res, and methods' and had produced,a document

to serve as the basi for discussion. The idea was to revise the

. ,

document as a result o discussionafid distribute it as an agreed

contract between teacher -and ourselves, A brief summaryof the

documents is as follows.:

. 71

,A. Action-Reseatch Tasks

6

1. to identify and diagnose -n particular situations the'problems

which arise from Attempts t' implement Inquiry/Discovery

approaches effectively, and t explore the extent to which

problems and diagnostic hi.pothe es can be generalised.

2. To develop and test praCtical hy,

3.

yr.oblems.identifiS

to which they could

To clarify the aims

Inquiry/Discoliery.

theses about how the teaching

might e, resoled and

be generally applied.
f

, values, and principl

to explore the extent

es mplicit

oaches by reflecting about the values
9: .

iMplicit in the problems identified. 1-

y.

1\ A
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B. Roles

Responsibility foir the action-research tasks toe shayed

between teachers and the central team working in dialogue

with them. The central team would also take some

responsibility for circulating the. reports of school teams

(/' to other sch000ls.

7.4

t. Methods of Data Collection

AO

1. . T eacher Field-Notes ,

; I
.

Keeping field-notes is essentially.a method of reporting.

observations of, arid reflections about, classroom problems.

.
.

,...
and the teachers own reactionsto them. They should be written

-ai soon as possible after a lesson, and if possible can draw
.

.

on impressionistic jottings made during a lesson. The greater'
A ,

the t ime lapse the more difficult iv becoMes to accurately

reconstruct problems and responsA and retain conscious awareness
* .

of ones thinking. about them at the time.

ti
' 2. Pupil Diaries.

.

Since the practical problems of teaching are problems which

1

arise in the teacher's relationship to his students the latter

`are in a good position to identify and diagnose them.

However, there is the difficulty of getting honest, feed-back

.41w

from ftudents. One pOssible way around the difficulty is

to ask students t&ards the end of sessions to produce in.

writing their own accounts of the lesson, -and to gi.,36-them

,control over teacher access.

1.1
N.

4._
5::t4

A
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. .

Evdn if the teacher neVer. gains complete access students might

draw on these diaries when discussing classroom:problems with

'him, The fact that they have 'reflected about them prior to

discussion may increase their capacity to report their views

honestly.

J .

3. Teacher-Student'discussiod

Teacher field-notes and student diaries might be used as

resources in discussions about classroom lmoblems where

Teachers and students'share -thlir accounts of lcisons. These-.

could be tape recorded for further study:

4: Tape Recording
.

.Teacher field-notes alone cannot capture what°the teacher

was unaware of at the, time. Tqpe recordings can. They can

provide a teacher with valuable data about his own'and his

studnts behaviour, and Wil*Feby help 'him to.become

consciously aware of both his own actions and students'
.

responses to them. Tape-recordi ngs of classroom events can

.
be useful.sources of evidence against which to check teachers',

.. and stuaents'retrospective accounts of lessons,.

'5. Case Studies,

At the end .of the last term of the reseack teachers might

produce a Case study of ProblAs and strategies with a pertLa,
icular class of students-during that term: The study would

be based on data collected by the methods and techniques

outlined 'above.

S

I). Reporting Procedures

At the end of each termeach,co7Ordinator of a school team t.'ould

send the central. team a report on'team medtings.within the

school'. The report ilould cite common problems, and hypotheses

-
.
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identified by thesteam.

E..
.

Ethic of Res0-fch
.

,
.

- le
r

.
Since the action-research would involve other teachers, as wellc -, ''

- ,_ °

as central team members having access to data from a teacher's

.

,

classroom some agreement had to be reached about 'who has
_. .

rights of control over what data?' The following procedural

principles were suggested:'
0

(1) ,
Individual teacheraought to control-both the extent to(which,
...._ .

and the conditions finder which, other teachers have actess'to

data from their classrooms.

t2) Headteachersought to control the extent to which classroom

(3)

data froletheir school is made accessible to 'outsidefe,'gq.
-

the,conditions under which access is-'given.

Individual teachers ought --to control the central team's

access to both their classebeims and privateerview situations

with students.

' (4) :
Classroom data gat eyed by the project's central team ought,

(5)

to be made accessible to the teachers concetned, except data

-,over whicfi dents have rights of control i.e. student accou

of classroom pioblemsand teaching strategies.

. .

Students i- nterviewed by the cenraj t&am.ought to control the

extent to which othersincluding their teaches, have access

to theif'gccounts. . #

The teachers' general reaction to.the documerityap that they didn't have

time today out the tasks in the
'

ways suggested. We realised that such
-

; I

" i,
Isceptcism is ofteilwell founded. Schools have :Doe on the whole

...,,,
institutionalised support for teaching. T her embark on'reflective teachng. eacs ea

O
innovations without the time and opportunity required for resolving the

/

L3
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claeSkoom woblems they.pose.

We spen.ta coinsiderable part of our initial discussj.orsNath headteaphars

trying to negotiate institutional support for the work of school teams

e.g. 14,teiTs of opportunities to meet together in school time,. ',Interested'

headteachers at.the,time said they'would see what could be done but mlny,

4

440 4

as we, drifoveAd later, did very little. Perhaps, in this initial stage,
I

we should have concentrated .ore, on the selection .of schools than the
\

recruitment of teachers within them. There is probably a istrong-correlation

between the opportunities an institution allow§ for practical reflection

and the ability of the teachers who work in it to be aware of. gaps

between aspirations and practice. In retrospett it was clear that the

two school teams Oho made the greatest initial progress on the tasks
, .

dutlined were those with opportunities for discussion and reflection

in their schools.

Many teachers at the confeience not only felt they dilinIt'have time to'.

reflect about problems but also, that there was little plaint in doing so/

These teachers had little sense oft-their practite matching their dreams.
A

Q

They assumed they were already inquiry/discovery teat quite successfully.-

Later we learned that some teachers decided to get

/1.

participation in projects enhances career prospec

volved simply because

and as they were

already 'doing inquiry/discovery' involvement mi ht bring rewards

a minimum of effor,t., There was, another, smaller group of teathers, woNs

appeared'toJackany committment to inquiry/discov

Again, we later discpvered that these had simply cow at the-'invitation'

, of their headteachers, and you want to
E
get a good eference you don't

1110

-
approaches at all.

say no'.
,

Our attempts 'to negotiate teacher participation ingact oh-research .'

resulted in a rather reserved 'acceptance' of our documen in principle,

with some suggested alterations. At the time, our ignorance ,of why teachers'



. ,

I

13.

lied come, prevented us from appreciating the unreality of our attempts ..

to.nego4ate'a contract for action-research. During the first term of
...47.

.

. ,

. the
.

project in scho`ciks it became clear that, in the majority of 'cases: '

.14

*At.

action research was implytnot getting 'off the ground'. .Regular, team

meetings only materialised in two schools. A small minority ofteachers

'used field notes, tape recorded their lessons, and discussed classroom

problems withstudents. , The majority asied.studeCs.to.keeP diaries, but
. .

reported little,el./idence,of any deeper thinking beyond 'it was a bit

boring', or "the'lesson wasall ri.ght'.' Feed-back from schools was

Aparse., About two-thirds of the teachers appeared. to believe they had 411

,few prob;eths in implementing,inquirY/dislry approaches successfully:

1

We had.1.01reedI to go.intO schools .to workwith'ilteachers once PrOblems

began to emerge. But telephone inquiries duf'-ng the first half of the

team were met with the typical reply 'Every 14 seems to be going wee ,

implying 'Don't call us, we'll call you '.,

This exwrience trying to involve teachers in action research

leer to further developments in the project'

hl

design. We faced a sitytion

where two-thirds of the teachers who had joine the project appeared to have

little interest In doing actiac research or opporturiitieS within their
- -

schools to cultivate'such interests.- One must her efoke draw a firm

distinction between those, teachers whp,are ready o reflect more deeply
/

about their practice becIuse they already at, least sense gaps betFeen
.

_

....L.

it and their aspirations, and those who are not ready because they have no
I' ,.

,
\ '

'sense of any such gap existing. After the fifst conference it-became
,

.

clear that our problem was not simply that of supporting through diAlogpe

a group of teachers who were either adopting a reflective stance or ready

,

to-do so. With the majority of teachers our problem was how to motiv te

them to adopt a reflective stance to their practice. The trouble witht,..- .
. .

(.
the action reseach apprbach as a strategy for supporting classre
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innovatan is' that it presupposes readiness to reflect.
or r trL

absence of'any sense thatthere may-be something problemat

In the

their prdcticg general aspiwations to involve teachers in

of practical theory are so much.'pig in the sky'. tvenAh

is about
-

the development 6

ose 'dozen or /

so teacheTs who were motivated towards,he idea,of action,

pressurea of time and,work load over-:riding their committm

enterprise.
1.

research found

ent to.the

In the aght of these considerations "we defined a, second-order action

research role for ourselves; namely, that of developing practical hypot eses

which are relevant,to the question 'how can-one initiate teachers into .

the activity of reflecting about their practice?' It wain this context
tok,

of reflection about the problems 9,f implementing teachers' participationI

in action research .that the idea of the self-monitoring teacher began to

crystallise as the key concept forthe second-order reseac Self-
,

monitoring, is the process. bytwhi0h a per on becomes aware of his situation
V

and his owzt role as*an agent' in it. ,,Awar ness is, in t e language of
re

Dewey, the .end-in-view of theiself-monitorin$ agent.* owever, self

'monitoring, although a necessary condition of awarene s is by no means

. sufficient. It expressgs.an'objectivefattitude towa ds,situation and

self and indicates that certain subjective obstacle to'awareness

been overcome e.g. those of bias and prejudice. A' Hamlyn7 as argued

i
'objectivity' does not imply the achievement of uth'. It remains

possible for a person who gives an objective acco nt of his situation
. _,, ,

.
..

to honestly misdescribe some aspects at thei, same ;me e.g. due to the
) 4

complexity, ambiguity, or insufficiency of he e

e The concept of selflmonitoring clarified fplr us What was involyed in

dence. 1,

'practical 'reflection. In' its light, one can
4..,

between: I.

make a clear distinction-.

C' i'..(1) Teachers who are adopting an objectivd stance to their practice
11 . .

.

but require support in,collecting ana nalysing more gufficient

ir

o
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data as a basiS for co structing accurate accounts.
,q t`

(2) .Teachers who a4not adopting an objective stance but inasmuch

as they 'sense br fee their situation to be problematic are, ready

todo so.
-..#1

.
. I:. ,, .. / ,

.
(3). ,Teachers Who al'e neither ready ox, able to adopt an objective

4.
.,

ce to, their ractice. . .

. :

, - ( '.'

/ /
,

, ,

We no thiAlk that at the' beginning of the project only one of the forty,

teachers was self-monittling to any significant *extent. Another twelve

probablylltd some genuine sense of their teaching being problematic TI-

thirds of :,the 'teachers Jell into the third category. We estimated that
.

at the end oft the project twenty/ five teachers had made some progress

"at'self-Manitoring.
Ei.ghl teachers dropped out during the 'first term.

O'

Teaches' Theories of 'Teaching

The negotiation of 'tasks, roles, procedures, and methods' was not

I

tha cinly Vie e set, ourselves at the- "launching off' conference.
-,-

Assuming that the majority of teachers present were aware of a gap

._bet4en aspirations and practice we wanted thwto begin to explore

typica

I

Aft

prob ems. We realised that teachers would inftially be very (Ili,

O

,defens ve if' we asked them to cite their problems in the presence .of

4 peopiej they hardly-knew. So we prepared excerpts,of, lessons frpm

t ;.___ L:_.._ video, and tape-slide recording, for them to discuss.

These excerpts were taken from the lessons of teachers not involvedr;

in the projeL We hoped that the material would enable:them,to talk
4..

'

r.

al; ypical classroom problems without drawing to much attention to ,

CO

cussions of transcripts and recprdings were ma kedrby apparent

cation dif'fid u],ties. Different teachers appeared to use different

<4

to ithout it being -cjear if they, meant similar or different things by

lr
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eir application.

16.

what they aid. They also appeared to use lip samd-,..tgrms but to dissagrep in

o 4'
, .

o

4

We felt that if teachers. were subsequently going

would have to develop a common language for talking bnut classro!Als

share ideas they,

together. B We, listened to the recordings of the disc4sions,after the
'

conference with a view to c arifying the communication d iculties

\

which Arose, and fOund that a numbeK of terms tended tó be used again

\N),
and again in teachers judgments abou,t teaching situations. The most

freqdently.recurring terms, other-than 'discovery' and 'inquiry', were:.

foreal - informal

structured - unstructured

framework

,teacher directed

. ,

self- directed (child)

guided

open ended

dependent (child) 'independent (child)

subject centre& -- /child ceni'red-::,

We invited teachers to 'disCuSs t1 meanings of these terms at team, and

. regional meetings and to rdport back. We also went into:schools and

..

, .. - , - :

, , . ,

discussed- them with teachers. As a result 'of -these discussions we

discovered that although teacIers might be using differqnt terms they

were often doing so to label the same things. A surprising degree of

/ /
'

consensus appeared to exist about which dimensions of meaning are

*.

Significant in appraisals of feaching situatio* Three main dimensions

emerged:

( Formal Inf mal .

(Dependent , Independent

The terms fOrm 1 informal were used'to:pick out thjdegree off
. ,

intellectua ependence - independence of students on

c

the .teacherd
:

t13
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authority position,

cstructur9d - unstructurg4

( Subject centred ----child centred

Structured was interchangeable with framework, but more widely used

than the latter., Structured unstructured could.be interchanged with'

subjectcentred child:centred.
1

.. . ,

Both thee setof tetrad referred to the teachers' aims and were used

to describe the degree to which 'they were concerned'with getting

students to achieve preconceived knowledge outcomes. The more the ,J

teachers aims are. concerned with getting preconceived knoledge outcomes

.

the more structured, or subject c nhed the teaching
!II

. The more they are ..,1

heconcerned with the process rat r than the proacts of- yarning,
r,

with hbw the student- is to learn rather than with whit, then the more

unstructured or child centred the teaching.

C , 'birected Guided Open Ended

These three terms picked out points'along a single dimension and referred

to the methods by which the teacher tries to CimplemeAt his aims.

The teachers methods tend to be directive when they prescribe IA
4

.
. \

-.

,
.

advance for students how a learning activity is to be performed, They

are guided when they are responsive to problems perceived by students in

performing learning activities. e.g. asking questions, makin suggestiona,,

and introducing ideas in response to task problems cited by,sj udents,.

Open ended methods are negative in charact&i, being solely concerned with

refraining from imposing constraints on students abilities-to direct

their own - learning.. The directed guided open ended dimension picked

out the degree of control the teacher tries to exert over the learning

activities of the student.
..I.

. : .

In order to facilitate communication between teachers about the above
,z

. .

dimensions we suggested descriptions of teaching situationiishould'be

, * '-

19
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'couched in the following terms only:
.-

ormal Informal,

Structured Unstructured.

QL DirecDirected r Gdided Open'En e

Dis.cussions and interviews with teachers abou the meanings of

terms also .clarified apparent disagreements aboutthe application of

terms. Teachers held different views about whith meanings were compatible

and incompatible with each other.. Thus for some teachers-an informal

classroom was associated with unstructured teaching and seen to be

compatible with a structured approach. For others, there no

incompatibility betWeen structured teaching arid an informal classroom

situation. This explained disagCeements about whether a particular
,'")

ClassrooM situation' was to be classified as informal rather than formal.

t
---

Faced with an example of structured teaching some teachers would have

little difficulty about also classifying it as informal,, whitOother
b

teachers would argue 'it can't possibly be informal'. 'SiMilar problems

arose with appraisals oftthe extent to which aims are structured rather

)

than unstructured. Some teachers' strongly associated openended

strategies with the pursuit of_ unstructured aims, while others believed

guided methods weret-_compatibtt with such aims. When faced with an

example of guided methods the latter would have little difficulty

in entertaining the possibility thast the teaching was

1

'unstructured' whereas for the former unstructuredguided teaching

,-

,

4,,,,a A

Was virtually impossible-10 imaginer

It_became clear that the ways :these meanings- were associated with each

other in teachers?* mindseflected their theories of inquiry/discovery
1 .

. teaching. The following associations were elicited:

O
2u
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Informa

Structured

Open endedGuided
i

' 1.

ta
V.4

Unstructured

Guided Open ended

, Formal
c

'StruCtured-

I

Directeci

2. 3. 4.

V

It Should be.obvious that the meanings identified were determined by our

teachers values. The meanings which are significant are made so by teachers

4spirations to foster and protect self- directed learning

(independent reasoning) classrooms. They pin point v.ariakles which
__

may affect students abilities to direct'their own learning. Taus the

iegree to which teachers intend preconceived knowledge outcomes may

influence this control they attempt to exercite over students thinking, which

in turn may influence the extent to which the learning situation provides a
..-

context which protects (informal) and fosters self-direction.

The above outline schematically represents the range of teacherS' views

about how pedagogically significant classroom variables interact vith

each other. It consequently reflects the different practical theories they

broughtt8-bear in analysik of the crass-room data presented to them at the-f-irst

4 conference. Many of the disagreements between- teachers could be
-4

explained not just in terms of terminological confusions.-41though.ehese

also abounded but in terms of conflicting piactic01 theories. -Although

c

A

there,was general agreement - about the, effects of structured-directed iF 411

.-

pproaches on the learning situation, there was disagreement about how a
,

,
learning context which protected, and fostIed self-directed learning

(independent reasoning) could be achieved, kfew teachers we discovered

were sufficiently sophisticated to realise that it tight be.appropriate

to hold different theories in different context5. These tended to be

aware ?f-mare than one pattern of meanings,.;

substantial-number.of teachers Yelieved

guided pattern could be realised in any clas,

ever, a 4 t

6'J:formal structured -

m situation: )

I shall now briefly set out explicitly,the thedries,w4ich are implicit.iri t \\:

eachof the patterns of meaning cited in the above scheme:
k,

t

.40



Informal - Structure

A Eeacher can:pursue

towards them without

20.

d s-Guidbd
-0

pteconceivei knowledge outcomes by guiding students

,
-

iniposing constraints On their ability to direct their

own, learning.

2. 'Informal - Structured - Open ended
,

A teacher can purtue preconceiVed knowledge outcomes and foster and protect

0

/elf-directed learning if he solely concentrates an removing.constraints
.

. /

.

.
and refrains from any kind of positive intervention in the learning process.

--°. .

3. Informal:- Unstructured - Guided

Or

A teacher can foster and protect self-directed learning and exercise positive

influence on die learning process so long s this inkluerite is not exerted,

in the direction of bringing about preconceived.knovLedge outcomes.

4. ',Informal Unstructured Open ended
.

A teacher cannot foster and protect self-drrected'learning and pursue

preconceived knowledge outcomes or exercise positive influence on

learning prOcesses. He must restrict his strategies to-protecting self-

direction on the part of the student.

5. Formal - Structured - Directed.

A teacher fails to protect self-directed learning when he pursues pre-
,

conceived knowledge outcomes in a way which is intended to make the student

intellectually dependent on his authority position.

During the, second term of the project we asked teachers to identify which
.

Of these theories gui4d their own practice and td test the extent to
N

which the theory accurately describe4.it. 4For'example,.if a teacher

became aware that he was adopting a structured -.guided approach he

would know that theory 1 was tending-to guide his practice. He could then

test the extent to which it was being reaaised by assessing wliether his

.. -7".
....---""

approach actually protected and fostered self-directed learning, If it

didn't then he was in a position where he needed to generate new theory.

...
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The scheMa outlined was!driyed empirically and describes a number of
-.

..1 .

theOries which actually i i,informed our teachers' practice, However, it

N.,.,,,-
.

does not represent the full rage of theorieslt would be logically possible

to develop about the relationships between teachers categories. By relating

the categories in terms of all their logically possible combinatio6 we

eventually producedithe following 6rpology ot practical theories:

Informal VP

Structured Unstructured

/ \ Open
Open ended Guided Directed tended Oided

1 2' 3 4 5

T,
Formal

Structured .4...structured

Open . Open

ended Guided Directed ended' Guided

6 7 8 -9 10

Not all of these. ten types could possibly guide practice in the sense ofc

reflecting teaching patterns a teacher might want to realite. The typology

reflects both unintended as well as intended outcomes of teaching. Types

. ')-

3, 6, 7, 9 and 10 indicate gaps between aspirations and practice whild

1, 2, 4, 5,,and-8 indicate the realisation of the teachers' intentions.,

p.

For example, in' type 7 'structured - guided' signifies an attempt to

protect self-directed learning while pursuing preconceived knowledge \S
t

outcomes. Howeyer, the-T-XEence of the third category, 'formal'

indicates that.guidance fails to protect self - directed learning when

. .

teaching is structured.

We found that a large number of our teachers operated with-the theory

that it was possible to protect self-directed learning and pursue prelcceived

knowledge outcomes at the same time (type 2) if they adopted responsive

23
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a

(guided) ratfierthan directive methods of teaching. HoweverT-On refIection

many-of km discovered that the structured-guided approach did not Work.

They became aware that such approaches unintentionally resulted in students

remaining in state of intellectual dependence oti their authority

position. As a result the theory implied by the formal - structured
.

. 4-4 ..,

guided association (type 7) began to inform their practice and was.'

implicit in a switch' to a more informal unstructured approach in the
4,

classroom (types 4 & 5).

1*.

5

.
),

It is worth pointing out the implications of the theoriei-reflecmd in .
this typology. The value of self-directed lerning,,,W implied by both

the formal informal and"the rected guided- open ended sets of-1-

categories. The former'set pick's out the extent 'to which self-directed

learning is actually - protected while the 14tter picks out whether the

teacher is trying to protect self- direction. Both 'guided! and 'open

.

ended' indicate a desire not to intervene in ways which impose constraints

41/4

on self-directed-learning. If the theory implicit
f

in 'Wormal

structured guided' (type 2) guides a teacherli conception bf his

practice it will have normative implications for hiM.. Tr truth of the

_ -

theory implies that he ought to adopt a"struttured--- guided' approach
4, . . .

in his classroom Rowever, if he 'discovers that his theory is false, and
I

\that the 'formal -.structured guided' pattern (type 7) tends'tb ;old ",
---\

instead, ,then he developfs, a new theory which implies he ought to refrain froni,
, .%

adopting 'structured guided' approaches. The theories of teachers are

not, value -free and imply-practid41 judgments about what ought to be done;

which is what makes them practical theories. If teachers.are not modifying

their teaching behaviour pier time one has good grounds for assuming that

they are not testing and developing theory:

,

The categories generated from our discussions and in terviews w4h teachers
."
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provided the basis. for thory clarification, testing, and development,
%

in the project. They .furnished a frameork not only for discussions

between teachers but also for dialogue between teachers and ourselve

So many past attempt to Plrbd4C1-theories Of teaching have been practic y

fruitless because researchers have refused to take into account the perspectives

df practititioners and to build theory from this standpoint. 'They'

have all too often resulted in-the development'of .theories' which we-re

largely irrelevant to teachers practical concerns, becausehe conceptsoin

which 'they wereframed der.ivelfrom the researchers need to locate theory
.

. .

within the context of a valuefree 'theoretical' discipline. DLit if
-,

, , .

f . ' d
theory development is to have any practical sigdificancefor teachers it

.
. . . -

must be rooted'in those conceptualisations which ar.,, heise out of t1 . .

,

.1.
.

. .

.43 auillr

, , ,
, v.

practic'al,deliberationsEbout'what to cit': And 'these concePtUalisationg
,

\,

will inevitably express an evaluative point of view. In .our.view there

can be no valuefree educational reseach sincelhat makes research

'educational' is its contribution to the development pf theories which'
4. ,

have normative implications forthose who'are kritted toteducation
r

Criteria for Testing Practical Theories of Inquiry/Discovery Teaching

Both at the initial conference, and latex discussions and interviews with

4j
teachers it was clear that they; chtracterised inquiry/discovery teaching

as an att mpt`to protect and foster self direction in the learning situation.

This aim was assumed to be conceptually related to inquiry/discovery Approaches.

In other words it was not possible for the teacher to adopt the.approach

. .

L., without attempting to protect and foster selfdirection. The adoption of
Ic

the approach logically required higto hold these aims as his endsinview.

Our teachers disagreed about whether other ends, such as knowledge outcomes

,
which ate extrinsically related to these approaches, could be pursuediat

the same time. But what was agreed was that for the inquiry/discovery

z5t)
3

vb

V
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teacher learning outcomes do,not necessarily justify means. Whatever

outcomes by waof knowledge -are pursued the methods.one adopts must,

satisfy the. criteria of protecting and fostering the students ability to

0

achieve this knowledge by his own powers of reason.

Pt is against these criteria that the.inquiry/discovery teacher needs

'to test the t of practical theories I have outlined. However, 'self-

... tl

directed' learing is a rather abstract idea and we'thought we could help
.*

teachers in the task of testing and developing theory if we could analyse
.

it into more 'concrete criteria., -

24.

.

There has been a.tendency for theoriAs to'view educational aims as eqd-
v

productg of learning and to try to analyse abstract ideas into more specific

behaviclural objectives. However, in performing our analysis we were heavily

influenced by the philosophical work of R.S. Peterson the nature of discourse

i
-.

about 'aims' in education. His views,were first Articulated n a seminal
- 40

paper Ablished iii

,Peters.-Argued that is important not to confuse ti o quite distinct ways

o

entitled 'Must an Educator o-ha

,,

9 t

vg an Aim?'

'V 4
,

of conceptualising aims in education. Sometimes aims are, appropriately
. 1

conceived as products or end-states... It is here that the language of

objectivei, is appropri,ate. At other dmes..it is more uppropriat&-to °View
O ,

aims -as,clusters of values and principled Of procedure which not so much:.

intended . -

-define the products of teaching and.learning.actiVitfes as the manger in

4 ,

which they are to be perfOrmb.d.' Peters argues: ,

c.
. 4 . . : .

c ,

"Values are involved in education not so much as gpals or end7prOducts,

,
but as principlesiples implicit

,

ip different manners-of proceeding or, ,

...-

..

producing."

We believgd that `self-directed learning' should be conceived as a
,

procedural aim of this kind, and that if would distort its nature as a

2
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process criterion to Yiev it as an end-pxoduct or object' og mastery by

.4, -7.-

students. There is no end=state that can.be labelled 'self-directed' as

oppoded to 'other-directed11. People'can be placed on a continium but

judgments are necessarily qualitative. Students can become More raiher than
Oth

less self-directed. But as a criterion it can never be f 11y realised.

Objectives appropriately specify standar s of mastery 1 arning: Students

can gain mastery in terms of knowledge and skills but they cannot gain_

mastery in self-direction. The standard is an infinitely receeding one.

The fostering and protectiOn'of delf-direction then, is a criterion by

.* 6

V *which a teacher can criticise his performance but it is never an aspiration'n'

-therefore
:

..that can bt fully realised. There ise\necessarily an element of indeter-

, \

kminancy in practical theorising about education procedures. Nevertheless .we

were convinced that the quality of teachers judgments could be enirnced by

°
clarifying the values and principles implicit in the complex idea of

self-directed le7ing.

It'is.peAaps no coincidence that the first person in the U.K. to launch a

major attack on the objectives model of practical theorising was also the first)

person tooperationalise S.Peters' views in a piece of practical curriculum

development. I refeaearAt Lawrence Stenhouse the director of the Schools

Council 'Humanities Project. Stenhouse wrote:

"We adopted a research plan based upon the specification of a procedure

of teaching which should embody dityalues implied in the aim in a form

which could be realised in the classroom. This means that the changes

which we specify are not change; in terminal student behaviour but ino

-the criteria to which teachers work in the classroom. These changes

are defined by enunciating certain principles of procedure or Criteria

of. criticism which are expressions of the aim,. They are, if you like,

1

specifications of a form of process."
10

2'1
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Following Peters and Stenhouse we set about the task of analysing th

'taimi of our teachers into procedural values and principles. But we

did so only after preliminary discussions with them about the values

they believed to be embodied in their aim. These discussions serve as

orientation points for our analysis.

,

We suggested that the aims of 'protecting and"fostering selfdireeed . _

learning', could-be analysed into-the following student 'freedoms

(a) to identify -and initiate their own probrems fpr inquiry

(b) to expresstheiiown ideas and develop them into hypotheses

(c) to test their ideas and hypotheses against relevant eviden

(d) to discuss ideas i.e. freedom to defend their own ideas in the light of
.

rational criteria, and to bring these criteria to bear on' the ideas

of others, including those of the te%her..

In order to exercise these freedoms two sets of conditions a e necessary.

First, students must be free froth external constraints on t eir ability

to exercise them. In other words, studdnts must be 'free 'rom'external

constraints if they are to be ''free to'.. Secondly, the e istence of these

negative freedoms may not be sufficient for self direction. Students

must also possess the necessary intellectual,apacitie if they are to
. 44.

exercise, the positive freedomi. For example, student may be free from

4114,,

constraints on the expressIon of certain'ideas but b unable to express

them because they lack the necessary concepts. The first set of conditions

we called extrinsic enabling_conditionsand the second set intrinsic

enabling' conditions.

The values which can be analysed from the'aim require teachers who are

orientated by it to proceed in tile light of certain principles. These

.23



principles specify their role responsibilities for creating the conditions

which are necessary for the re lisation of the aim. The distinction

between extrinsic and intrinsic enabling conditions makes it possible to

analyse the principles into two clusters. -The first cluster
/ we palled

negative principles because they specify responsibilities f r removing
._./

..".

externai\ponstraintsi The second cluster we called positiye principles
.

because they specify responsibilities for fostering the necessary

intellectual capacities.

Negative Principles

Refrain from (1) preventing students from identifyn and.initiating

their own problems

(2) preventing students from express g their own ideas

' and hypotheses'

(3) restricting students access to/elevant evidence and

drawing their own conclusion from it

(4). restricting studentsl-accesSto discussion
-4 't

Positive Principles,
4.

0

(5) help students to develop the capacity to identify and

s!'
initiate their.own problems

(6) help students to develop their own ideas into

testable hypotheses
f o

.,71 help students to evaluate evidence in the light of

rtsllevance, truth and sufficiency

help students to lehrn how_to discuss
. .

It should be clear that the negatiye principles provide 'criteria for

assessing the ext nx to,which the teaching approach protects self
,

-directed learning and thereby maint4ns an informal learning context,

2
,

.,, .1 .*
.!'
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/
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The positive principles provide criteria for assessing the e*tent to

.

which'the capacity for.self-direction is being positively fostered by the
. .

. .

.
teacher within informal learning contexts. According `to our teachers

1

the category,linformall merely signifies independence from teacher
. .

imposed constraints. Itis a further question whether students are

'free to' direct their own learding within the informal situation.

About half-w y-through"the seconCterm of our work With teachers we

11
,circulated a document which included both the categories and theories,

we had derived from discussions with them and the criteria for testing

theories we had analysed from their 'aims'. We hoped the document would
.

provide some guidelines for se16-monitoring in the classroom. However,

we realised that it would only.he useful for those teachers who had

already begun to question their.oi practical theories. Fortunately,

r

over the previous months we hadliegun,to make some progress in this

direction.

'Triangulation as a Method of Initiating Self-monitoring,

During the first term of the projeCt the need to develop strategies

which would motivate the majority of'onr.teachers to self-monitor their

practice became-apparent. We finally decided on a more interventive

approach than originally envisaged. It took the form of Clem Adelman and

myself initiating a triangulation procedure in,some teachers classrooms,'and

Olen circulating some full sets of 'data gathered in this way to all the.

other teachers in the pxoject. Realising,that'triangulation can be a
.

threatening process we only seletted those teachers we believed to be

,

ready to begin toself-monitor their-practice in some depth, and hoped
0

that they would also be preparedIto let other teachers have access to

the data gathered in the process. We also hoped that the fact that

30-



and my own previous attempts in the Humanities Project to help teachers '''

1 . 1 s 1
, .

compare their own accounts of c'lasaroom
ft
discussio4rwith those of 'their

) .

students. I had fOund teachers extremely reluctant in the main to elicit

feedback from students, and even those who tried were largely unable 410

to elicit honest accounts. The intervention'of tan outsider' for the

latter group was essential to get the process going. It therefore

came as no great surprise when we found teachers in the Ford Project *ere

'either not trying to elicit their students accounts:or trying
4

unsuccessfully.

Triangulation
12

involves gathering accounts of a teaching situation from

three quite differentCN.nts of view; namely, those of .the termer, his

Students, and a participant observer. Who in the 'triangle' gathers

the accounts, how they are elicited, and .who compares them, depends

43*
largely on the context. The process of gathering accounts from three

distinct standpoints has an epistemological justification. Each point

of the triangle stands in a uniqUe epistemological position with respect

to access to relevant data about a teaching situation. The teacher is in

thebestpositionto,gain access-via introspection to hig own intentions.

and aims in the situation. .The students are in the best position to

explain how the teacher's actions influenCe'the way they respond

in the situation. The participantobserver is.in the best position to

collect data About the observable featur)s of the interaction between

31'
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ome teachers were prepared to give others access -to 'their problems'

.might mdtivate the rest to take .a deepet look at what they were

al.beit by the use of rather gentler methods than fullblown triangulation.

/ -- .

The idea of triangula4on'developed out of a combination of Clem Adelmap's

interest in Ethnomethodology, particularly the work of Cicourel and Garfinkel,
. .,
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teachers an students'. By comparing his on account with accounts. from
.

the two oth r standp%ni's a person at one pbint of the triangle has an "4

4,

opportunity to test and perhaps revise iton the basis of more

lEufficieat data.

Because we were operating in a context where the teachers we selected

had been unsuccessful in eliciting honest feed-back from students the

participant-observers (Clem Adelman and myself) took the initiative

in collecting accounts: And; because'we were primarily concerned

with fostering self-monitoring in teachers the accounts were primarily

collected for the teacher to study. However, we were aware of the

.potentiality of triangulation as a research method which can develop

research potentiality at all points of the triangle: The participant

observer is able to check his on accounts against those of the tea.? er

and Kis students, and whereever possible we encouraged teachers to

involve students.in-the process of comparing the three sets or dat

Triangulation can not only Poste dialogue between an outside-researc er

and a teacher - researcher. It can so foster three-way discussion "a

develop research potential in studen

I 0,

The fact that we took the initiative for collecting accounts, primarily with

the aim..of developing the self-monftoring'potential of our teache s in
%

mind, determined the techniques we used. We tended ,to have-a pos

interview with the teacher before interviewing the students (int rviews

were-recorded on tape).. Thit enablal'us to identify,the kinds o data

it Was necessary. to collect from students if the teacher was'to have an

opportunity to compare two accounts of the same event. IE

I

0 enabled

us to identify discrepancies between the teachers account an ur,own

:which then provided further criteriardor eliciting relevant,information

from students.

32
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The danger of interviewing the teacher firSt is that it leads to an over-''

structured interview with the students and prevents them from focussing._

on'their concerns_in a lesson. However, although we often had a clear

view of the sort vi information we required we tried to interview students

in a fairly'nnstructured way, only 'homing in' on the events we had in

mind after some account of 'them ,had been initiated by students. If the

students omitted any reference to them we tended to mention them towards the

1114'

d of the interview. Interviewing the teacher prior' to-the pupils is

2

also less threatening to the teadher.. He tends to feel freer to say what

he wants because not worrying about how the interviewer's question.

are influenced by what the students have-said to him and whether,his own

account is wildly discrepant with theirs. There is also a danger that the

participant-observer ovl(structures his interviewiwith the teacher since

_he will tend to View the situation as an opportunity for testing his own

'accounts of events. Here again we tried to work from the teachers own

judgments about which features of the lesson were significant, introducing

our own 'agenda' when it matched his or was a natural development of it.

The participant-observendlso exercised the initiative in negotiating the

teacher'it access to student accounts. He only interviewed students witAke

teacher's permission; and made it clear that teacher access would have to
t

be negotiated witstudents, Prior to an interview with students we told

'them that we were after honest accounts' and that in order to ensure this

we would give them control:over the teacher'saccess. Only on two

occasions did grOdps.of students (we normally interviewed grodps
.40

selected by the teacher) refute to giVe teachers access but many groups

demanded some reassurance from teachers that they would discuss their

accounts with them andnot react over-defensively to what was said.

.
nik
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The participant-observer§ had a significant role to play in creating

conditions of trust between teachers and ituggnts. Students generally '

feared ,their teacher's Obaction. Thi'ccounted for their reluctance to

give himrhonest feed-back directly in the face-to-face situation. We

found,that when.a teacher was able to conform to the conditions of access

negotited with students through us, and demonstrate an open attitude

to their, comments, he was increasingly able to collect 'their accounts

/'
without the =help pef,the participant observer. Once came'to appreciate

the value of triangulation thepatticipant-observer could hand over much

of the initiative for the collection of accounts to him. As the project

progressed we found that many of our teachers began to initiate

triangulation procedures for themselves. They called us in, told
\\

us what

to look for, and took the initiative in eliciting both ouf accounts and

those of students; although on occasions they still asked us to interview

students in order to check on thlir own progress in 'getting honest feed-back.

iIt nas important for the participant- observers in interview situations to

refrain from introducing their on views in wayk:which inhibited the

interviewee's freedom of response. formally we only gave th.e teacher

access to our own accounts after he had given his.' AlthOugh later, when

teachers began to exercise more 9ontr81 over the triangulatiopeprocess
,

and were more open to alternativ views, we were able to have a frank

exchange of.views with them ih t e postlesson situation. The interview
.

.

-

situation became transformed into one of discussion: Teachers also

suspected that their` students would tend to give us what 'we wanted' in our'

c

interviews with them. It was therefore important to interview in a way

which demonstrated to teachers that we were not manipblating, students
104

to give accounts which confirmed our own.

A4 participant-observers we were
4

anxious not to impose our own judgments



on teachers. TeaChers feel very threatenlly people they perceive to
7

a

.occupy evaluation roles. Perkaps this stems from the fact that much of

the teacher evaluation currently practiced gives-teachers few rights of

reply and is therefore perceived to be a rather punitive activity.

.Triangulation places 'the outsider' in a different light,. For,it requires '

him to place s own appraisals of a situation in the context of alterna-

tive views, including those of the teach However, there is a danger,

when 'the outsider." takes the initiative'in collecting accounts The
../

sooner the teacher is able to take the initiative in respect, the
4

-bitter. But in the initial stages, when the teacher is unable to exercise

r:

these initiatives, ithp. outsider' has to exercise theth, andgdemonstrate

by the way he proceeds his own openness to alternative views of a situation:

?.

As well as observing, and in the initial stages' interviewing, the parti.'.

cipantrobservers recorded lessons. If the classroom was highly central-
.

, .

ised, in the sense .that it was possible to monitor evegthing'that was
.

goin at the same time, we Used tape-recordings. If the clasAoom was
cz,

ecen ra ed we adopted a tape-slide technique of recording developed by
. .

,

Clem Akielman,
13 The teacher wears a radio-micrOphone which picks up'his.

interchanges with students ds he moves around the classroom. The part.

dipantobserver takes photographs (pulsed onto tAe tiPe),whic lip to

place the talk recorded in a visual context. Hq,tries to vi lly document9
r.

"to whom the teacher is talking', 'when the teacher moves from one place

to another or from one student.or group to another', 'when students leave

,
or enter the group. the teacher is ,talking to', 'the nature of the task the_

teacher*is talkingto the students about'.

We didn't use video-tape recordings because the majority of out teachers

didn b play-back facilities. The main function of recording was to

collect data to help teachers self - monitor their situation. .'So the i:---

35
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recordinNledium had to be something which could be used easily by
. . . ,

teachers. The'participant-observergrecordings,wre Used both in inter-
. .

view situations and by teachers when comparing accou s.. In post-lesson

interviews with teachers we sometimes adopted the device of playing the

tape-recording and allowing the teacher to stop, it and comment when he

wanted to. It helps him to treconsCruct' classroom events and Means that

he has more than memory to go on. We also found it useful to adopt this

approach in interviewing with studerits. When cOiap4ring accounts record-
,

ings are vseful as a basis for checking. They provide behavioural evi-
,

dence which can be used to falsify accounts. For example, if a student
*

argues that his teacher was always pressing him to agre e with his ideas

by constantly saying "Do you agree with that ?' the teacher (or student
440

or both) can turn to therecording as evidencespf how often the teacher

said this sort of thing.

We tried as much as possible,ipo selE-monitor our own condu at partici-

pant-observers and interviewers with4n the triangulation situation. igek

r

partly did this by.encouraging teachers to give us feedback abo$t how

they viewed our role. Here is one axamAle of how ome teachergteacted

to triangulation material gathered by me:

"The arrival of the first transcripts of tapeg made dUring, lessons, and

of subsequent discussions about those lessons between John Elliott and

the pupils in the absence of thq.,teacher was a very important moment,
a ,

0,

for this was the first timethat the teachers had came face to face with

.facts'and eVidence about their-own teaching. Not Only-that, but it was

apparent that the
10
pupils,did not always see'the teacher's aims in the

7 way that the teacher did, and adjusted their responses in lessons
o

accordingly.

4
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0f.coursa3it could'be that the pupils were adjusting theirl responses to

.

JohnElliott in a similar way', and so in One . case at least, a further
,

discussion took place involving John Elliott,. the pupils and the teacher.
.

,,

From 'our point view this was a very important tape because it seemed

to show'us just how careful, one had to be in accepting as evidence the

rqsaonses of pupils in a group situation wit h or withOut the.teacher.

Notwithstanding this, there was certainly food for thought in the tapes,

which were then discussed at central coRferences."14
..,

. z

'It is evident from these remarks that the jnterviews with students

were WAOce of considerable anxiety. Teachers frequently cited the

collecti n of studant,data as that part of the process which aroused

the grea est.anxiety for them,

4p

15
/fere are some excerpts from one of the triangulation studies referred.

0

to by the teachers quoted andiiet--

Observer /Do y6u,know that you use ,the words "Do allall agree?"

quite a lot?

Teach©! No I didn't (pause) OK I know I use, that a lot.

Observer \Three or four times.

Teacher I am asking for assent.

`Observer Are you? Is that what you are asking?

leacher I think probably I am. I think possibly I use that when

I don't get ...'if I make a statement and I haven't got

ti

a ... I don't know sometimes if it is a rhetorical question

or whether it is a questiot2I want an answer to or whether

K

it is just a statement, but _I make a statement andi. hope
,

the response will come from i -If a response dOesn'tscome

from it, you either repeat it in a different sway to a

single individual and put them on the spot, or you perhaps

37
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get over it by saying OK or 'Do you all agree with:

that?'. I suppose they cat pdssibly con me by saying

yes and carry on. It is something I hadn't thought of.

Observer Do they all say yes?

> Teacher .
Well they didn't all say no. I'reokon if you take

a non-negative approach.to be an affirmative, which is

perheps,a bi6g thing to do. I dontt think You ought

to do that really. Yes that's naughty isn't it

Observer, Well the dhing is I suppose when you say "DO we all
- .

agree?" they can say'no.'

Teacher I give them the opportunity to say no.

They can say no, but how do they see it. If they-see 'fit:Observer

Teacher

1

fi.
4

4.

as your awe_king_agmement _

I think a lot of the dine one must be peeking agreement

what am triing to put forward is what I fee). to

be a reasonable statement; a true statement. 1Vthough

didn't today, I do in fact sometimes put forward' daft

statements and you do usually findthat.they disagree if

there' is somethingitupid It was a bit!tame today-- I

mean you were coming in apart way through a situation

which.watted finishing and therefdret-.I finished it. In

terms' of them going away and doing thingS - and I thought

you would be more interestdd in discussion because of

the material you had got your recording technique ...

Extrac from obseriTer's notes (written durin lesson)

Loa. at old tables of results. 'What's happened?'Teacher asks spetific

. -

pupils questions. When he 'disagrees raises his voice quizzically as if

he disagrees. Question and answer.. Hints. When right answer is given

0

it is reinforced by :the teacher. 'Right'., (guessing game) Do you all

'33
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agree with that? Reply by one.boy 'Mm'. 4,ihen Zoy responds in a way

which doesn't fit what teacher wants it is chopped. People not encouraged 7-

--,-- i

to elaborate on ideas. Wants to get them criticaI-Of Min Innes compost /

w ,
/'''''1"476-

manufacturer. John Innes made_by pupils promotes growth bgtter than

commercial product. .Asks why paper pots are better than plastic pots..
!

: ,

Often makes ah interpretation. Asks pupils if it is a 'reasonable guess'.-

c--
/

Someone murmurs again 'yes'.
4

Interview with Pupils
1.

Pupil But he wouldn't ask you what you think your conclusions
0

. he'll put h1.5,,own conclusion up on the board, and you have

tg write it. He says do ynu agree, not always but he don't

want to rub it off so you just say yes, to keep him quiet.

Observer You s'ay yes to keep him quiet?

Pupil Keep him happy

Observer Thexe:was a time when he said he was makings guess-and he

asked you if you agreed whether it was a reasonable guess.

I don't know if you remember that?

Pupils Yes

Observer And one person said yes and.eVerybody else kept quiet. Now

what I want to know is whether the person who said yes really
11

did agree with him or just said yes because they thought he

wanted them to say yes, and y everybody else kept quiet?

. Pupil. Well he would'have lied us to say yes, really, cause I mean

you could see it.

Pupil If you'd said no you'd waste time arguing wouldn't you.

Pupil Yeh, if you ever say no he'il stand there and just-keep on

and on.

Pupil He'll keep on till you come to his way of thinking

39
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So*it's best to say yes to start with.

Observer So,even if you did disagree when he said "Do'you all agree ?"

you wouldn't.

Pupil If you said no he'd keep on to you until you said yes.

Pupil' If you said no hit's going to say why not.

Pupi). And if you argued with him he'd.come round to the same

Pupil

. point where ypu left off.

Back to his way of thinking.

Excerpt from taperecorded -lesson

;

Teacher Yeh, do you all agree with that?

.Pupil Mm

leacher What do you think Derek? I mean are you bothered?

Teacher) Would that be the only thing you want to know aboi a plant?yt

Pupil How to condition it Sir.

Teacher Yeh, do you all agree with that?.

The dnxiefrour col ection 'of students accounts aroused was, carried into
.

total interschool meetings. Those who had been involved in the

triangulation studies discussed their experience with those who were not

involved.

d,

Here, is an episode from one such discussion held during the second

term of ,the project:

Adviser Do Children feel they are being inspected'in an

Secondary °

Teacher.(A).No I don't think;. so they will often open up firth them.

Primary° Pupils wilt open up with strangrs,'who are just inquirihg.

Teacher(B)
Whereas they know the teachers are trying to find out what

they know and therefore they try to give the'lcorrect' response.'
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Secondary .... all that he (John Elliott) got from *them was all

Teacher- (A> 4"
4' criticism of the lestonS. -

/
.

SEcondary This attempt to get .frankness can obtain complete noneense
_ -

Teacher (C) .

from the, children and often means that later a more authoritarian

- approach has to be adopted with them.

Secondary I feel that this can cause trouble.
Teacher (D)

Secondary ° The children can in fact give fare information. Children-

Teacher (E)
do not talk frankly.

Secondary Possibly children may, like the idea that talking to the

Teacher (C)
project team reflects an unfavourable image.ji what, 411

extent do children realise the uniqueness of John Elliott's

position? (ai an outsider coming in to interview)

- - -
Primary' It's easier in pe Primary School.
Teacher (B)

Primary , Yes in the Secondary SchoOl you have the problem of ado scence, .

Teacher (F) ,

i

twisting of the evidence, etc: _,,

tit

Secondary By what criteria does a child get to 'pow a teadier? Should'

Teacher
e,

we be judged by those we don't want to be judged by?

Primary Children are used to visitors. I've had no trouble. ,

Teachir (G)

Secondary Do children really say what/they mean in the Primary School?

Teacher:CE)

Primary . They try to reason out the correct response they ought to make..

Teacher (B)

Primary. Young children cannot rationalise the problems we are posing-----

Teacher (F)
to,them. They are not capable of making true judgments on

effectiveness of lessons . . etc.

Secondary I have heard on tape some quite sensible judgments.

Teacher' (E)' ,

Erill2Y They become more coherent as they movehigher up the schpol.

Teadier(F)
; 4i
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Primary They still'tend to give responses you expect.
Teacher (B)

4

Primary Press thered button and you'get the red response.
1Teacher (F)

We only attended the jocal inter school meetings on request, because

we felt that our absence would allow teachers to -feel freer to criticise

our role. The above verbatim account wassent to us by the Local

Authority Adviser who chatred the meeting, having first obtained the

permission c'if'the teacherS to do so.

At the end of the second term we tried to summarise' and respond to some

of the feedback we were getting: 17

.

"Some} teacher's felt that John Elliott's questions were rather biased, towards

seeking criticism and that this distorted students real attitudes towards

the teaching.

He agrees with this criticism and in the light of it hasitried to make

his questions more open. The reason fortthe biased questioning was that.'

he was trying to document classroom problems which could be related

to the ways teachers influenced student responses.

, .

Some teachers felt that the students were mahipulating us and using us as

a vehicle for destroying the teachers selfesteem, by giving us fake

accounts of their interpretations and assessments of the teacher's

,performance.

This is certainly a possibility,pf which we were aware when laying_back

4

student accounts to teachers. Whenever possible we discus sed this with

teachers.



Some teachers felt tha we did not interView a representatiVe sample
9

. ,
1

of pupils to get a valid picture of Cheroblems.
,--

. .
. '

/j
I

a

0

We were not concerned with such a sample,.because we were not trying to

elicit class view'. Usually we interviewed groups of students whom

'teacherg had selectdd as presenting particular difficulties. We some .

times interviewed 'no problem' students in order to compare their

accounts with 'problem''students. We did Ask teachers to select

'problem' students on the asSumptiOn that they pregented obstacles-to the

realisation of teachers'aspirationsl."

Triangulation enables the teacher to make some a 5ess.ment of hi's ability

to selfmonitor his teaching situation. The more congruent his awn

accounts are with those of students and the participantobservers'the more

objective he is likely to be. This doesn't mean that agreem&lt necessarily

indicates objectivity. It merely means there is a prima facie case to be'

r

made -for the, objectivity of accounts which are agreed unless there is

evidence to the contrary. We wouldsfor examplelbe suspicious of any consen us

which tended to suggest that no gaps' exist between the teachers performance

and his aspirations. This Would `suggest that,both tIIP students and . 4110

the participantobservers accounts are distorted by their desire to

reinforce the teacher6 delf image.

Also, an absence of consensus should not be taken to necessarily indicate

that the,teachers account is distorted by subjective factors. Majorities

are not always right. Some evidence for assuming that a teacher's acoount,

even if it is not congruent with others, is relatively objective,would be

its tacit ackhowle4gement of a gap between aspiration and practice. Such

acknowledgement would suggest that-the natural tendency to idealise practice

'43
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had been realsted. In.conclusion thenlI wouid simptp assert that

i

agreement and d

subjective diOt

. . to the contrairy.
, 7

sagreement can be ass I/ med to indicate objectivity and
,

on respectively, °TR in the absence of y evidence

Some of the.early iangulation studies I have described wer, with
,t

the permiskion of $\e teachers involved and their headteache

to other teachers in the project. They also prolided.the basis for

s, circulated"

4
discussion at our in

At'this conference th

theories of the teache

\

rim conference at the end of the second term.

Here 9. one'teacher's a

"These-conferences were

were used as data for testingthe practical

s studied.

:

second one several tran

three tapeslide comp

It soon became apparant

count'of the conference experience:

a new experience for the teachers. the

t

cripts of various lessons, together with
I

tions-provided the raw data for discussion.

that the teachers at the conference had become

much more syM4Dathetic towards the teachets and children depicted on the

taprLsilides than they had been:at the previous conference. One of

our members felt that he was beginning to

way. He was able to locate it within the

inquiry/discovery approaches tieing adopted

that were'beginning to emerge as a shared

'talking about teaching e.g. foirmal/info6

see his teaching in a 'different

I

gengral spectrum of the various

by protect teachers, using terms

language4br desCribingiand

al, structured/unstructured,

guided/open ended. Whether this is going toprovd valuable to him

remains to be seen, but it'is!.certainly true that he is thinking far more

about the way in which he is teaching. Indeed the value .of this research

to us may lie in-the analysis, the teachers make of their methods and their

whole appibaeh to teaching
la



A conference observer from New Zealand )-loted:

"On several qpcasions I notices considerable tension in some of the

teachers. I suspect it was due to their recognition of the gulf that

existed between the realities of their dayto:7day teaching experience

and the ideal inquiry/discovery environment which was unfolding.at the

. conference. \The tension was associated with defensive sthtemurtt of

the type:

'No one can da im-,uiry/discovery all the time', teach ....rigidly

because I feel childrn need to be taught skills so they will avoid

frus.tration', LITle methods are better for only some children',

Ithere'a nothing new here ... primary schools have been doing it all

along'..

I estimated that roughly half of the teachers showed this kind of

reaction at one ate or another.'

The circulation of triangulation data around schools, discussions

between teachers at local interschool meetings, and the experience of

the interim conference began to take effect during the third term. Many

teachers began to feel freer to lOok at, and share, their own classroom

problemd once others had demonstrated a.willingness to do so. Ere

discovered the crucial dole local interschool meetings and central

40
conferences played in this.respect: The school based teams, with two,

4
notable exceptions, collapsed'as a basis for sharing ideas and classroom

.en

.data: This was partly due to lack. of institutional support°and partly

to the fact that in secondary schools fedlings of interdepartmental

competition prevented the members of the interdisciplinary teams from

exposing their teaching to each other. Teachers felt more able to share

their 'Classroom data with teachers from Other schools. Here tapeslide.

recordings proved to ba an invaluable tool.. Some teachers were able to

'take their classrooms' to the local meetings and discdssthe events

45
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ziecordea with teasers from other project schools. With the collapse

ofachool based teams the local-meetings became the main setting for

sharing ideas and experience for the majority of the Thirty teachers

who.by this time remained attached to th6 project.

4
.1

During the third term about twenty four teachers were actively engage4

in studying their own teaching in,some form. Only about six adopted

10 the full blown triangulation method but the others, began to use some

of the method's origianily suggested at the 'launching off' conference.

Some tape recorded lessons or parts of them regularly, others kept

field notes, and .there was an increase in the general effort to obtain

honest feed-baak from students

Initial attempts at obtaining student feed-back took an interesting

40.

form. Rather than collect students' interpretations and judgements

about a particular situation many teachirs'unwittingly interviewed, or

-held discussions,at the more abstract and fess threatening level of

pedagogic theory. For example, rather than ask students To what extent

did I restrict your freedom to choose your own problems?' there was a

tendency to ask 'To what extent should teachers allow you to choose your

own problems?' Such discussions were valuable inasmuch as they clarified

for the teacher the value-systems of their students and thereby helped

them assess some of the problems and possibilities of protecting'-and

fostering self-directed learning. They also gaye teachers an opportunity

to clarify and discuss their own educational values with students.

DiscuSsions about pedagogic values appeared to be necessary before4eachers

felt teady to (involve students in thd more cozicrete activity of lesson

, .

analysis.

In general teachers 4t to find 'their own level' of research

46



activity. They adopted methods which produced 'illuminating' but not

. ,

'overwhelming' data. They morked from the, least to the most threatening

gradually. Our observations of this process suggested that triangulation

: should appropriately come at'-the end of attempts to develop self- monitor-

ing potentiaL with teachers who are largely unreflective about their

practice. .We would in ret1rospect suggest that teachers need to work through

the following sequence of activities:

1. Listening or viewing recordings of their teaching situation.

2. Listening or viewing recordings and thek systematically trying.to

note salient patterns in their classroom behaviour.
0

3. (2) plus dialogue with a participant-bbserver.

4. (3) 'plus -dialogue with students about pedagogic values.'

5. Triangulation controlle'dioby partiei.pant-observer.

6. Triangulation controlled by the teacher.,

At the end of this process teachers should be able to act as paaicipant-
.

111

4

observers in each others classrooms. Indeed during the second half'

of the project we found an increasing number of teachers able_ to_ do

thiS productively. Their main problem again was gaining opportunities

in their schools t6 do this.. If these opportunities are not structured

into the school time-table the prospect of teachers 'tieing able to give

each other this kind of support is rather gloomy.- And in the U.K.

there ate few roles in
0

educationalthe eicational system which can be developed

.

to-provide such participant-observation support, at least at the-level

at which it needs to be, sustained.

is
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Developing Hypotheses from Clas.room Data

The data collected by triangula ion and other methods enabled teachers,

'in dialogUelithourselves as'pa ticipantobservers to clirify and test

the theories implicit in their practice. Asia result some teachers

generated new theories. Since practical theories have normative

implications one would expect these neirtlieories- to be reflected in

conscious cha,nges in teachia6 approach. This is an important point
1.4v

(\,... with respect to the teachers e in theory development. The ability

to explicitly formulate theorie is not the only criterion for

assessing a teachers ability to participate in theory development.
ti

The fact that a teachermodifiefs his teachingas a result of self

monitoring isialso a ciiterion. In consciously changing his practice

he will have developed a new theory which will beimplicitly reflected'

in it. Since a theory. geneated from selfmonitoring will be'consciously
ti

held a teacher should be able,'when called upon to do so, to make

it explicit. However, he nted not necessarily have to explicate a practical'

'theory in order to be said to have devtlopdd it.

rshall now use the triangulation data quoted previously to illustrate

how a teache4 can use it to clarify, test, and generate hisown theories

of inquiry/discovery teaching.

The students argue that the teacher imposes constraints on their freedom

to express their own ideas (See principX 2under 'Criteria for T.esting

Practical Theories). They cite on'their own initiative the behaviour

'Do you all agree with that?' as a way in which the teacher imposes

constraints by indicating the idea he wants expressed.

411110.
4

- The participantobserver notes.both teacher behaviours which appear to

O

indicate the outcomes desired and student responses to these behaviours.

4 3
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He notes the "Do you allagree?"behaviour and students responses to it.

His observations are supported by the tecording. The teacher also accepts

hat he says "Do you all agree with that?" frequently, and describes the

intention. behind it as !asking for assent"-. Gr4dually: the normative. .)

implications of his practice begin to dawn on him, "I don't think you

ought to do that really. Yes that's naughty isn't it."
01,

%
The study of this triangulation data convinced the teacher, that in spite

- of his professed aspirations to implement inquiry/dfscovery, approaches

eke

a

his teaching was in fact formal - structured - directed and that

behaviours like "Do you all agree with that ? "' deliberiptely fosteres1,

his students dependence on his authority position. Having clarified'and

tested the theory implicit in his practice in this 1.7a be later dramatically

switched to an,nnstructure&-open ended approach which he hoped would
ti

protect the self-directed learning of his students.; His conscious

switch to a new teaching approach reflectedithe development of a new
, .

m
theory, the applicability of which would require further self-monitoring.

9

The conscious development of new practidal theories from self-monitoring

III...we called 'hypotheses', to highlight the fact that they are on to ....

experiment. If a'theory is held unconscioney, as it was initially by
_._

. _

the teacher cited, it is not dp to experiment. But once it is

consciously held by a teacher it is so open.

From triangulation and other classroom data we began to identify those

practical theories vhich not only applied in individual instances but
-
also

appeared

t

to have a more general applicability. These were identified

from our dialogue with some of the'teacherS. Aformulating them as

'general hypotheses'7and then circulating them to all teachers, we doped

they would provide a focus for,self-monitoring activity. In exploring the

4j
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applicability of the hypotheses to thecr particular situation teachers

would necessarily have to clarify and test their own pract ical theories.

We realised there was a danger that teachers would not.test 'the

hypotheses', but simply-accept or reject them in the light of theii

perceived consistency or inconsistence with their own theories.

However, this danger wan somewhat reduced by the fact thatthe first

batch of general hypotheses were only introduced towards the end. of

the second term when an increasing number of teachers hadliea(1,Y,,

started to engage in some form of self-monitoring.

In othei- words many of the teachers had already begun to Clhrify and test

'.their-'prac tical theories.

1

0

The general hypotheses introduced during the course of the project were

as follows:

Teachersrare unlikely to move away from a formal situation if they adopt

short-term structur ed approaches

The adqption of short -term structured approach will tend to'plunge the

_ ...p.
..

teacher. into ()nevi: two _possible dilemmas. First, students may adopt a
, t

line of reasoning which takes their thinking in a different direction to

,.

.

,.. . - ,

the bne the te,a4heF wants' it to to, in. 'Given, he has set himself a limited

' .114::. °

. , .

time in which tc achieve his objectives,the teacher either has to make

his objectives more long-terM or exert more contrA over students t

, 'I.
.

reasoning. In opting for the latter he inevitably increases the
44

tudeuts

, .7N..,..i
intellectual depeidence on his authority position.

/.

Second, students may fail to do much reasoning of their own at all;.

Again, in order', to tealise his objectives in the.time se the teacher
. .

may lead.students towards them by proyiding them with hin s and clues.

In this way 'a guessing game' is initiated which caters to students
s.

dependency -needs inasmuch as it involves guessing what the teacher has

50
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`in mind.

- '

2. In order to cut out 'the-guessing game' and move from a formal to an

.
- At.

informal situation teachers may have to refrain from the following

-directed
behaviours which tend to indicate a structured appLoach-fo,students:

(i) Changing Topic

When teachers (change the topic under discussion they nay preventpupils

from expressing and developing their own ideas, since pupilts tend to

interpret topic changes as attempts to get conformity to a particular

line of reasoning.

3,

(ii) Positive Reinforcement

Utterances like 'good', 'interesting', 'right', in response to-ideas

-AP

expressed can,prevent the expression and discussion of alternative

ideas, since pupils tend to interpret such reinforcement as attempts

to legitimate the development of some ideas rather than others.

(iii). Selective critical questioning' fo,

.
When teachers ask critical questions to some pupilsirather than others

they may prevent the former from developing their ideas4 , since such

questions will tend to be interpreted as negative evaluations on the

ideas expressed.

(iv)` Leading questions and statements

Questions and statements containing infbrMation about the answer the

teacher 'has in mind' mayrprevent pupils from developing their own

ideas since they will tend to interpret such acts as,attempts to

constrain the direction of their thinking.

(v) Inviting Consensus

When the teacher responds to pupils ideas' with 'questions' .like 'Do

you all agree?', '4nycne disagree with that?' he will tend to prevent

the expression of divergence because pupils will interpret such 'questions'
4

51
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as attempts to impose a consensus view.

(vi) Question/Answer Sequences

When th& teacher always asks a .question following a pupil's response

to his previous question, he may prevent pupils from introdycing4their

own ideas. They may interpret such patterns As attempts by the teacher

to'control the input and sequencing of ideas.

(vii) Introducing Factual Information

When teachers introduce factual information it/person, either in verbal
'am

or written .form, pupils may be prevented from evaluating it; since they

will to o interpret such interventions as attempts to get them to

acceptt its truth:

.(viii) Not Inviting Evaluation

When teachers do not invite pupils to evaluate the information they are

studying pupils will tend not to criticise4it becau e they interpret

the situation as one in which the teacher does not want criticism.

It is perhaps worth,Doinang out the symbolic-interactionist pefspective

reflected in the formulation of the abole sub-hypotheses. Theinfluence

If the teacher is exerted via students interpretations of his behaviour.,

Interyiews and discussions with students elicited the rules they apply

in interpreting what teachers mean by what, they say. By studying such '

data one can come to understand how teachers often unintentionally impose

constraints on self- directed learning. The student data reminded

teachers that 'good intentions' are not enough. These intentions have

o be clearly indicated to students. And if students strongly associate

*some behaviours with particular intentions the teacher may need to

change his behaviour repertoire in order'to make his intentions clearer.'

3-

t.
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3. Teachers'_adopting longterm structured approaches in contexts where

4.

students are psychologically dependent on them are'less likely'

to move away from a formal situation thap teachers who adopt

unstructured approaches.

%MC

When students are psychologically very dependent on-the teacher, the

teacher may only, be able to decrease that dependency if he.convirices

his students that it is impossible for them to get the answers out of

him. Any indications they have that a structured approach is being

adopted, even in the longterm, will encourage them to devote much of

their energies to getting the answers out ofthe teacher.

Of course; a teacher may try to-convince StudenCs that he hasn't

'any answers he wants' when he has, but an honest response to the

situation described would be to pursue more unstructured aims.

4.

In order to adopt convincing unstructured approaches and thereby move

away from formal situations it maybe temporarily necessary to adopt

openended rather than guided methods.

Guidance within a structured approach tends to take a different form

to guidance within ,the unstructured approach.' A clear indication of

this difference can be found in the language of classroom questioning.

Within the structured approach the teachers questions tend to be subject

focussed whereas within the unstructured approach they tend to be

person focussed. For example, compare the following two-excerptsfrom

the lessons of two teachics using the materials of the same curriculum

project (The. Schools Council Science 5 13 Project)

a) 'Teacher What's happening? .

dirit . Disappeking like Alkaseltzer.

Teacher What does tfiazt mean it i disappearing like Alkaseltzer?

53
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Girl Disappearing in the water.

Teacher What do you call that then, when something disappears

in the water ... Does it disappe'ar altogether?

. Girl- No.

Teacher Where is it?

Girl
a

41- inside there and ...

'reacher_ HaVe we lost it Christine? Have we lost the ammonium

chloride. - we havelost it - it has:gone,,we have got

none left;, where is it?

Christine Iehas dissolved'in the water.

Teacher ... what is this?

dhrist'ine Substance.

.Teacher Substance

Christins _Oh sovy. 4".
4"

Teacher So what have youg8t here ?,'

Christine A solution,

Teacher -How did you get a solution Christine?

I

4

Christine By, putting the ammonium chloride in.
041* ,

Teacher And what has\happened to it?
.

Christine It dissolved.

.Teacher So how do you get a solution? Dissolving somethingjn

Christine Water.

b) Teacher Now' what made ,you decideto build this one?

Boy Because a triangle shape is better than a straight one.

Teacher :How d you know?

Boy A-straight one .will' crack, it will go like that. Wei are

Teacher,

going to have one straight support. ,

One straight up the middle. What has been your biggest

problem with this?
5,1
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Boys Well they slip and the sellotape sometimes-tomes off.

Teacher So how can you overcome the problem?

Boy, . We, haven't really, but we haNe made it.

Boy We have got some string:

Teacher Good.

Notice that in one excerpt therhers,language refers to an objective

event the students are being asked to explain, while in the'other excerpt

the teachers language refers to'the students own mental processes and

states: In the first excerpt the teachers questions normally indicate

subject matter whilein the second' they normally indicate a coacern for the

students own,perspective on the subject matter. rae former normally indicates

.1 that the teacher is, wanting certain answers,, since students expect him
-: i

,:-., .

to bt.experts on the subject-hiatter. The latter normally indicatest_he
--.1,$04 _

,A.0. ' .

i

Urstudents that the teacher merely wants them to reflect on their

own problems, decisions, beliefs; etc., and primarily expresses a

concern to foster self-direc ed learning: Of course, subjectsfocussed

ow
1

questions, if they are responsiVe to problems in the task defined_by
I

students, do not preclude a Concern to foster Otif-direction. The
1

languageiimply indicates that the teacher'lso has other concerniwin

mind.

5 t x -3

When students experience a need, to depend on the authoritypositioh of

the teacher, and are not convinced that he its ICA: prepared to satisfy

i ! ;,
those neLls,

,
they,will tend to interpret person-centred language.as his-

, $ .

Coattempt to conceal the answers he wants. on sider the following lesson

excqiit:

.Teacher You have got quite a. ,s trong thing there. Do you need, that?

Boy No.,

Teachet ' I am not saying yesot no.

1

2

3c
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Boy I don't think we need it anyway.

Teacher Why not?

4

5

Boy It isn't really helping much, look. .6

It is obvious that when the boy saysi'no' he intenireted the teacher's

,question (1) as an indication, albeit masked, of the'desired conclusion.I....A'n other words his repl was based on guesswork rather than independent

hought. The teacher t en denied that hisquestion was determined by

any conclusions he may ave had in land, and implies it was intended to

. , .

get them to reflect on eir own judgment (3) The boy didn't appear to
. .

, A

be totally convinced tha t e teacher didn't want-them to reverse their

judgment, but the remark prompted hiM to asser that he ha4 independent

reasons for reversing 4t 'anyway' In other w rds; he asserted theautonomy

of hiss own judgment, whicl the teacher then made-him demonstrate by-.

)

giving reasons (5).."

If the boy had valued independent reasoning leSs and, wanted a more

dependent relationship witl his teacher the situation world have been more

,1

difficult to retrieve. Th informal pattern, in which students are forced to

be independent but, wanting .ependence, is highly unstable: Our teacher

was able to, salvage the sieuation_precisely because he was operating

, 3

within a fairly well established informal pattern in Khich the boy
,.)

1 .
.

wanted to.reason ihdependently. The more unstable informal situation with
;

IJ
students still

.toemanding
the dependent relationship -.I can pfobably

. . t

,.

. .
1

. .....4 '

i, ,
.

only be stabilised ,if the teacher is prepared ter adopt a very

unstructured apprOach and convince his pupils that it is king adopted by
, .

using completely open ended methods, which merely. indicate to stlidents

-
, thefreedoms they have in the classroom. This would involve refraining

. -

, -

from using even person- centred guidance. As we have seen students can

he reluctant to believe that teachers Mean what they say in''asking
.,?

,\ g,14 -
. ' -

perskl-centred question'; viewing them instead as mere appearandea
,

----: , ,f

re 56 _
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making thetexistence of pre-conceived objectives.

5. In contexts where students are deVeloping confidence'in their on

reasoning powers teachers can change from unstructured open-ended 'to

tructured guided (person centred) 1.5progehes without imposing constraints

.on sell-directed learning:

When students do not experience strong needs depend on the authority

position of their teachers they are 4ss liable to misinterpret-person-

.

deptred guidance as "concealed' indications of the answers teachers want,

and less liable to feel constrained by thcm if they do-::

111

6. Iricontexts where students are developing confidence in their own

reasoning powers teachers might adopt long-term structur0 approaches-

without imposing constraints on self-directed learning. '

) )

\

.
0nce students come to value, and are more confident about directing,

w.
1- P

. )

.
.their own learning they are less interested in eliciting answers from

,-,
'i

the teacher: So even if-they are aware that he wants certain 'answers

1

ey will try to reason them out for-themselVes, providing the teacher

does not prevent them from doing so by his attempts to ih6rt-cut the

, 1 )
reasoning process in favourof quick answers.

'It

I

i ?

These hypotheses locat4 teachers ical theories in aldevelopmental

)
f , )

1

'sequence. Overall they suggest that different theories are applicable

at different stages of the innovation process i.e..from a context in

qhich students have stiondependency needs tone'in which they have

)

.

iegun to value and developed some .confidence in their owr powers of
,

1

elf-direction.
,

.
,*- i

1 )

i
0

The sub-hypotheses listed under (2) were formulated outshf the initial

i .

triangulation studie .1-1 the second term and circulated throughout the

p o3ect towards the end dt.thdt term. They. aroused cans,

s /

5 r
.,

')

cable .interest
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amongst teachers. One secondary school teacher reported that he felt very

strongly that they didn't apply to his .teaching. However, hezalsa reported

that having tested them he was rather surprised at the extent to which they

applied. A primary school teacher' reported that his initial reaction was to

argue that they applied to secondary but not primary teachers. He was also

surprised to find that they were more applicable to his situation than he had

expected. In fact we believe that,one effeet of teaehers,testing the appli
,

cability ofthese hypotheses, and then discussing their findings together at

meetings, was the virtual disappearance of the widespread belief in the exis

tence of a radical difference between practice in primary'and secondary

) classrooms.

a

Therest of the general hypotheses were only formulated towards the end of

the final term of the project. They emerged patly As p f further

theory testing witb teachers, and partly out of our monitoring of autonomous

:f

1
studies our teachers were increasingly able to initiate and sustain without

. . .

heavy central team support. During:the'final term of the project several

teachers embarked on casestudies of work with a particular class over that

term. Twelve studies were eventually" written up. They'cOntain evidence of

teachers clarifying, testing, and generating theory. Our;role on the central

team was increasingly that of monitoring the selfmonitorings
t

of individual

teachers with a view to identifying hypotheses which might have some,general

... t

ising power., But as these were introduced and tested by more, and- more indi

, 1 ,

(to

viduals we found that discussions at local interlchool meeti:ng&began to
!

.

I I
focus on the generalisable features of life in classroomS. In other words

i

i
I

teachers were increasingly able to monitkr each others studies and begin to

, s

H ,

formulate thpir own general hypotheses. We estimated that about twelve
% .

i

i

'

teachers were in this position at the end Of four terms, ,

1

,1

.

4 5a



Stage 1

The shifts in central team - teacher-toles in theory development during the
e .

life of the project can be crudelyTeprainted as follows:

Central team Member

As participant-observer collects
classroom data, and then helps
teachers use it to clarify and
test their practical theories,

Monitors the self-monitorings-of

Stage 2 individual teachers and
identifies general hipotheses.

4

Sttrge

Monitors the identification of

general hypotheses bye teacher

groups.

Teachers

Use classroom data, collected by
Participant-observers on the .

central team, to clarify and test
in dialogue.Vrith p-os theii own

practical theories.

Initiate data dollection which'may
be used to t..)st generalisations
identified by central team.

Monitor each others self-
monitorings as a basis for
formulating general hypothes7s.

Of course, we found ourseives in different role relationships with different

.

individuals and groLips,atiany one time; It is also possible to brilg some.

;

1 4" , .

t

teacherwho'are ncii normally self.monitoring, in at Stage 2,sproviding.

- )

they have access to other teachars'clastoom data. *)
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Developing Self-monitoring Ability: Some Hypotheses

Earlier I explained how the project central team came to formulate

a second-order actiesearbil Itb4 for itself. From reflections

on our own practice we have genekted a number of practical hypotheses

4'connected with the 'problems ,,ind possibilities of aeveloping self-

monitoring abilities in teachers. In this final section of the

paper I shall give a bri9,f account of these hypotheses.

The less a teachers'personal identity becomes an inextricable part
of his professional role in the classroom the greater. his ability
to tolerate losses in self-esteem which tend to accompany self-monitoring."

In order to adopt an objective a4bitude to hii practice a teacher needs

to be able to tolerate the existence of'gaps between his aspirations

>

and practice with a carts cent lowering of professional self-esteem.
) "

The more a teaciler self-monitors,the More mastery of his craft appears

to elude him. s one teacher'colmented:
20

"Nothing is ever in a state of stasis,-nothing is ever finalised,

always there is reappraisal iii, the light of new experience.. Map

1

children we hanker after the,kiniteness ti things, and like

children, we are disturbed when there is fKequent reassessment
)

and modification."
)

Tolerance is difficult to aChi0e, if a teachers sole sotirce of personal

achievement and satisfaOtion lies, in his classroom p ractice. In orde'r

to tolerate loSses of self-esteeM it Would bee necessary for him to

t
get satisfaction from h'' performances in exta-professional situations.

to
4

:
.

We had little success with thos4 teachers who'se personal identity was
1,

inextricably linked with their rofessional role in the classroom.
1 0

i

,

1 , 2. The less financial and status ewards in schools are primarily related to

)
administrative and pastoral roles the more teachers are, able to tolerate '4

losses of self-esteem with respect to classrbom practice:

f{
I

This is particularly true in the context of our expandipg 1 reorganised,
3

,* 6 61)
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secondary schools. Systematic reflection on practice is demanding in terms

of time. It was our secondary teachers who complained most about lack of

Does' this mean that they work harder than our primary and middle

school teachers? Not necessatily. But for the primary school teacher

the demands of reflecting about the classroom constitute an extension

of his existing commitment to the activity of teaching. But the

secondalyschool teacher 'on the way up' is increasingly committed to

'administrative and pastoral functions which areenly indirectly

connected with the classroom. Thus; the demand to 'give more to

the classroom situation is a demand to go 'against the grain'. It

generates_confli'ot between alternative commitments; 'This is

particLarly so when posts of responsibility are increasingly allocated

for adminstrative 1,and pastoral functions divorcLtd from teaching;

Al

All this suggests that, in secondary schools especially, the

),

organisational structure encourages the sacrifice of a genuine

coAcern tm_t4e,q0ality of ,t,eaching, i.n,deference to administrativN.

and pa4orglconcaTns. To Icambitious-ieachers to submit to the

'demands of classrOM action research is to generate inner conflict -
.

hence the excuse of time - and invite them to put both their. im.

institutional status and ambitions at risk. Almost.wit4out exception.
-._

I _
.

those tgachers with ,the least capacity for self-criticism Have been

those who have identified themselves strongly with roles outside the 1

t
1

.

claSsroom situation.' It is as'if they can function within the

i 1 , i
.

system in a number of fragmented roles without severe personakstrssi,

. 1 _.
1

)

only by maintaining a 'low degree of self-awareness about their,classroom

pqcformance. Otherwise the awareness of conflicting deManVs would be ,an-
`intolerable state, to function in. The only way to resolye such stress

,aa
1

is either to identify exclusively with the administrative or pastoral

roles so that the quality of teaching no longer impinges on qUestions
.

of self-esteem, orl to withdraw from the former and sacxifice,etatus

4 -44
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and opportunity completely.

One of the current myths in education is that teaching experience

necessarily qualifies a person to make educational policy decisions.

Yet given the increasing role fragmentation in educational institutions

it is in fact extremely difficult for a person to move into a policill°

making role without sacrificing depth for shallowness'of understanding

in the,classroom. We reached a stage its the project where some of

our teachers were faced with the-problem of school and department heads

who were so out of touch with the reality of the classroom at their own

levei of perception that vthey were incapable of responding, supportively

with a sympathetic and understanding 'ear'.

3. The more a teacher comes to value himself as a potential researcher,
the greater his ability to tolerate losses-6f self-esteem.

We found that once a teacher began to percievechimsdlf us a paentialli

,

researcher he developed a greater tolerance of gaps between aspiratioWa'
and practice. An outside participant-observer cando .much to help a

411
teacher develop this 'alternative self' by treating him,as a partner

)

in research activities.

, ) , , )

%
sei ,

_ r--
,, , ,

...- ,-.

4. , The more a teacher perceives classroom observers as 'researchers'
rather than 'evaluators' the greater his ability tp'tol'erate losses

, ,

of self -= esteem. .

.,_ -
. -,.

...- . ,
--i

:(-----,

For,our teachers an.'fliaTudtpr' ascribes praise and MI e and gives them

-few rights' of reply.- The-role we tried' to adopt focussed' do the study

of practice, rather than the practitioner. We tried to set out appraisals

of practice in a.contexti,dialogue with, the teacher. this role

teachers tended to peNceiye .s, as non-judgmental. The tolerance ofd ;gaps

'

between aspirations and practice, reflected in..,our refusal to ascribe

7
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blame, helped at least some teachers to tolerate them as well.

5.' The more access a teacher has to other teachers' classroom problems_
the greater his ability to tolerator,. losses in self-esteem.

4.$e

Once our teachers began to realise others had similar problems to

themselves and were able to study them objectively they tended to

tolerate losses in, their own self-esteem-more easily.

6. The more a teacher is able to tolerate losses in self-esteem the more
open he will be to student-feedback.

Many of our teachers claimed that student feedback was the most
,

threatenin ind of feedback they could have.i This'is possibly 4

because dents are in the best position to appraise their practi:ce and
i Jt i

thereEorethestatus of their feed-beeftends tp be greater than that of

1)
,.1

feed-back from casual observers or those who have more indirect access

, ...,.i

to classrooms, e.g. via recordings. Openness' to student feed-back pall
Y .

therefore indicate wip.ingness to change ones, appraisal of oneself is a . __

practitioner.'

7. The more a teacher is able to tolerate loSSe5 in self-esteem the more open

411he will be to observer feed-bick.

.1
If not as threatening as student feed-back observer feedback is

threatening enough.

8. The more a'teacher is able to tolerate lossep in self-esteem the bore
willing he is to givb other teachers access to his clssroom problems.

_.--

3

.t rC

Our exper(ience indicates that initially teachlers are more open with

. professional peers from other schools, especially if they are tefching,

i'
a different age-rangle, than with teachers in

it
their own schools. Our

4 , si

N interdisciplinary teams tended to collapse Ix` cause interdeparLental1 ' . f 4f,....

teams
4, \ -,,f

37

competition made openness between teachers difficult.4
. i.



9. The more open a teacher is to student feed-back the greater his
ability to self-monitor his clqssroot practice.

10.

The reasons for this and the next two hypotheses have been

explained in an earlier section.
4

The more open a teacher is to observilr feed-back the greater his
ability to self-monitor his dlassrooi practice.

The moretore open a teacher,i1 to feed-back from other teachers the
greater his ability to self-monitor his classroom practice.

The greater a teachers ability to Self monitor his classroom practice
the more he will experience conflict between his accountability as an
educator for how students learn (process) and hi, accountability to
society for what they learn (in terms of knowledge outcomes).

a Ir

Self-monitoring seraftises,teaohers to acco ntabLlity issues. The

issues presented themselves in the project s a dilemma'betkeen

.
?

i 1
protecting self-directed learning and pursuing preconceived knowledge

outcomes.

The more able a teacher is' at self-monitoring his classroom practice

the more likely he isto bring about fundamental changes in it;

This islhe mairt prethise on which the project was founded. 00,

, 'experience tends to,confirm it. Once teachers began to clarify and

test their practical theories the new theories generated tende to

be 'reflected in changes in practice. The main problem is getting

teachers to self-monortheir pr4ctice.

Lige have attempted toiformulate these hypotheses sequentially..2 , The

)

relationships between the variables they specify are expressed; by the

following basic theoiletical =deli

641
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Perceptions of
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from other teachers

Conscious changes
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Access to
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other teachers
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From the'basic, hypOtheses cited additional ones can be deduced:

. 14. The less a teachers personal identity becomes an inextricable part of

his professional role the ore open he will become to student feed-back.
.

15. The less a teachers personal identity becomes an inextricable part of ,

his professional role` the more open he will. become. to observer feed4ack.

f

16.

O

The less a teachers *personal idehtity becomes an inextricable part of

his professional roles the more open he will become to feed-back from

oner teachers.

{ 1,

17. The less a.teachers'personal identi y becomes an i4extricable.part of

his professional role the greater hi Allity to self-monitor his

classroom practice.
't

'18. The less a achers personal identity omes an inextri4table part of

his prOfesslonal role the more he will erience a tension between
1.

his accoun6bility as an educator for process-values and his
1,accountab4ity to society for knowledge outcomes.

' --t

19. The less a teachers personal identity becomes an inextricable part of

his professional role the more likalyehe is to bring about fumpaillental

changes infhis classroom practice.
c.\

'olL
.

Mir 4 The less fi, nancial and status rewards,in.Schools are primarily related

tO"adminiqtative and'pastoral roles the more open'will.teachers

°,become
to*udent-feedback.

7/ I?

.

. C ,

1-' ,

. . )

21.. The less fi4ancial and status rewards in schools are primarily related

i to administative and{ pastoral roles.the more open will; teachers become-)

' to observei-feedback.
, --,

ft
,U k, , 'N.

1
o

22. The lessAnancial and. status rewardOn schools'are,pfimarily related

to' administrative and pastoral Toles the more Open will: teachers

3 become toXped-back Prom their ...professional peers.

-23.-

0,10

_

7 V \ o \ , i

- 1. ' l ''\ i
0

The less_Unancial and status rewards in schools are primarily related

r, to administrative and pastoral roles ,the more, able will teacheresibecome

at self-msnistoring their classroom practice.



24. the less financiai'and status reward in schools are primarily related

mto administrative and pastoral roles the more teachers will come to

experience a ten on between their accountability as educators for

prodess-values and 1 accoufttability to society 'for knowledge

outcomes.

The less financial and status rewards'in schools are primarily yelated

to administrative and pastoral roles the more will teacte become

able to bring about fundamental 'changes in their practice.

26., The more a teacher comes to value himself as a-potential researcher

the-more open will he become to student- feedback.

27. The more a,techer comes- to value himself as a potential researcher

the more open will he become to observer2feedback.

.
) ''

28. The More a teacherher comes to value himsel as a potential researcher
.

the more open will he become to feed -bacli from professional peers.
,

A

I

-29 The more-a teacher comes to value himself as a potential researcher

the more able will he become at self-monitoring his classroom practiCe.

30. The more aa,teaCher comes to value himself as-a potenti

more, he will come to experience a tensiar between his

as an educator for, process-values and his accountabili

for knowledge outcomes.

e ,

4, 1t
31. The more a teacher comes to,value himself as a potential researcher

the more he will become able to

his practice.,

st

al researAter the
accountability
ty to society

rig about fundamental changes in

. , ..

The moteda teacher perceives his Classrbom observers 'as researchersl,

.rather,than 'evaluators' the more open 1 %e will become to student-feedba-c
t e 1

-^/ : ,

1

1

, i
.

Thovmore a teacher perceiveg his classroom observers 'as researchers'

,rather than "evaluators' the mare open fie will become to observer;

._

.

,.... 1
.

feed-back. '

.

,
.

.

. . . 1
. ,

4

34. 'the more a.tlacher perceives hi. d elass. observers 'as researchers'
6.4.4-,

rather than ;'evaluators' the more open e will become -o feed-back '

, from
4 1

professi9A1 peers. 68 . )

- , g

0

a



t

I I

35. The more a_teacher perceives his classroom observers 'as researchers'

rather than'evaluators' the more able he will become at self-monitoring

his practice.

I,

5

.
, (,,

... . .

36. The more a teacher perceives his classroom observers 'as researchers'
rather than :evaluators' the more he'will come to experience a tension

bekween his accountability as an educator for process-values and his
accountability to society for knowledge-outcomes.

37. The more A teacher perceives his classroom observers 'as researchers'

rather than 'evaluators' the mote he will become able to bring about

fundamental change;4'in, his - practice.

38

fr

The more access a teacher has,to other teachers classroom problems the

more opet~he will become to student-feedback.

39: The more access a.teacher has to other teachers classroom problems the

more. open he will become to obiterver feed-back:

40. The more access a teacher has to other teachetis classroom problems the
more open he will become to feed-back from other teachers.

4 1 . The more access ateacher has toiother teachers classroom problems the,

more able he will become at self-monitoring his classroom practice.

42. The more access a teacher has to other teachers classroom problems
the .more he-will come to experience,a tension between his accountability

as an educator for process-values and his accountability to society for

knowledge aoutcomes.

.
1../.. -

43. The more access a teacher ,has to other; teachers
.

classroom proble.ms the

more he will become able to bring about fundamental changes in his

practice.
,

We hope tht these second- order hypotheses about the problems and possibilities of

initiating teachers into classroom action-research make.at least a small contribu-
,

Lion to,practical theorising in the field of inservice teacher education.
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